43% ~y,

IN THE COURT OFAPPE/‘;L ;ij(m{z
THE STATE OF WASHIN 1%9 s
DVISION 2 o O, e,

State of \A/OLSW.{] 17)'{'0 %

Respondent Cowrt of Appeals Cause

No. 6?)qu ~6“E

STATEMENT oF ADDITIONAL
GROUNDS Fok REVIEW
Dovid G.M, Thomas

Appedlant

T Pavid G.M.Thomas , Tove cecieveds and revieweds the
Opening brief prepure.cd bj MY Qtomey . Summarized
below are the addifional grounds foc tevieaw that are nst
addeesed in that paet. I understand the Couct will review
this Otatement of Additional Ground & for Review  when my appeal is
Considesed on the ments.

S— vvv S p N

AO{/C)L«i”l“iOﬂa/[ GmunoL I' Abw»e of i)iﬁueﬁow
Jiering direet examination of the appeallant by
s a/Hom% Te Was asked Ll prioc to the ncident

-’,



that brings youtfo Cowrt todey(, (Charged offenses)
| Mad ypu ever fad ay involyment with te poh"ce/ in
| in & siuakion libe this? The Appellant replied.”
|“ Aside, from 101::‘@ accested (curment offences) T Have
Never been ascautive, ot Hhe Very Jeast c’c;%xrespec&a‘v
to any GW/MDF{M w.CigM"fw T mean- I mean +o ony poliee
| obfices.” A-H@mﬁ " To o police officer Okey, " Appellant:
| “feriod” Verbastim Repork- Divect Examinaton - THOMAS
poge: SHY , Lines: 15-2%,

The slade , Mr. Smith, thewask the tork fo excitse
the «.)\@4.%@1 requestede fo wdmit mppe”m%’s comina
| Wistory baseds on assaukts as Chameter evidene.,

| Verbatm cefoct pane: 545, hines: [5-24 ,

-2:




Appellanto attoriey reitecateds He was
Halking adout (assawlts pectainipy +o) awthority

‘ figur‘e@? Ver batian Keport Poge:5HG , Lines: 23

| e 4rial JM{Qe allowed the admission of Hhe
Prioc Conviction @4 6%%033;“0(4@' well it appears to
me. Hat pecuse. fes ndicated Hit af least

j @ I though, he's ) at the end, podified 14 with

oL Hhoe Y xcicqyu%%, e divect ;‘MPF%SI"O% Hat Ne was
%}JM\@) to Creade  Was hat he was'ak oo vip et person
ands 50 Hes open e door for 1nstaries Wheee he was
:w‘olmntm the, Pass’, Verbatim, fiepor,m(—_ page: 5H @, live s H-9 .

The state went on do bﬂ‘nﬂ wp Appe”amLS
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prior New YorK state convicton |, rd p/uéjfea.
ascudt (Misdemeano ) Hiat occurred m Zoia,
and explained {0 the Jury #hat the tonviehont
s for Hreaking the. vietims nosejdurig Cross=exaim iton,
Vec batim Repoct Crove- EXaimination - Thomas page: 54T,
ke 6-25 pagecﬁm 5HY | Lines. [-25.
ER HoH () states:
To adnit evidence of other crimes gr
YVH%C(M)M(‘;{’ wnder ER HOL{[b) ‘}’Vt/ )L(‘MJ Court
must jdentil 1y on record. Hie purpose {or
Wit Hhe evidente i admitede. '
wé‘shz R .Evid. (LoY9- lmpfac/(/\,m@n+ b(i/J evidence of

Convichovl Crime states®

v eens Evidence thad $he witness fas been

,Lf,



Convicked of o trime shal be wdmifed,

(L elicied Lron Hie witness or establishel
by public tecocdo dining examination of
the witness but oty if the crimeG) pias
Punishalole {Of’d JewifiL oc imprisonment in
axtess of | year under the law whitthe
Witness was Convitteds, andthe court
deternmines Hiat Hie Proba#’t'\lb value 0\0
wdnithing this evidente owtweighs the
prejuite do the party agarnst whowt the
evidence is offered .« -«

The +tiad Court mMust apply Hhe coccect Jeqad

'. Standards and. rest i5's decision on facts suppirt 4o(z4 Hie
recocde . The +eral courtfoauled 4o Use and or apply any
etk ool Stelard. ) and, Failed 4o determine

| wether the probative value of admifing the

| Prior assadf o the Bed degree convichion out weighed

the prejudical effect 4o the ogellanton the record.

-5-



The trial court olso_made 1bs deeisiont on

| Facks un supported by the._records. The record shows

|_thedthe Contex of the appellants_Jestimoy _fmp,/ Feadeds

_th wﬁgﬁ% has_never been o sSaudtive_Fo_author +(L4 ~f€’-5“ Yes

| J.g_b_wpal rees £ 9uxﬁs/0_-ﬁ_a@fce s, _not_as Hhe Frral_court

| debecm nede, that the appellant has never been assaulbive.

‘ 4__.J£C:fa/[,;0 ourt_ahuses_it_drseretion i 1ts deeision

1.15_man i_ﬁes}‘)}]ﬁmnmasonwb le._oc_Pased. on_undeviable.

orowndks . Wash., State physiclans. Ins_Exeh.§ AssA

V. Fisons Coep. 122 Wnad 299,229, §59 fad 1054

|(199%) A plecision_is hased on untevable grounds oc made

Foc_unlenable_reasons if it _rest on facts _unsupported

- -




in the record oc was feached by @91}41@ He

wrond legal stavdard. Ofatev. Kohrich, 44 Wa 2d 64T,

| (054 (200%) (cguo%iv@ State v. Rundgwist , 79 Wn.App 186,

1179%, (1499) Fourteentht amend. conot: Rue process vie Jartion
Appellont was '{Oﬁz‘nﬁ Frieds for mufhpul assawlts

one of whith was for breaking a polite offiters nose.

The +rial ourt allowed the stale to gueshon the

| Appellayt ahout a grior Bri degree assault coqviedion

and explained fo the Juwy fhe details of the prior

ossaudt which re%@(%cj;/ to the Viehms rose. alse

“b@t‘nrﬂ broten, and, ¢lso revealed the appellants

h[s{o\rﬂ of “Poxin f)”’ Wi aut w’e/‘ﬂm% Hoé probusive ot dopreSudy eal etfect,

Cross examinahiovt on prior  Convittons unde

= '7,_




WashL, K. Evid 601@) was [imited +o facts contained

Lin the record of the convichon(peioe) the fack of
the prior convichon, the +ype of crime | and the

| punishment TM;DO*B&AQ; CrosS eXaimination exaeaw'nﬁ

Hhese Dound s wos irvelevant and likely 4o he unduly
prejudacal, hente Inadmisshle, ddate v. Alexis , 95 Wn.2d
1%, 13 (1480)  2ixth amend. const- violation, (ot fo faar feal.
Wheve muwldipud (prioc) Convichms of varrons
Kinds cant he shown, S+eong reasens arise Lor exatwd;lhﬂ
those which are i Loc the same crime becastse of

the inevitable pressine on loy Jurors fo believe, Hhab

[ if he did it before he probably e did so Hos +ime -

,Asabgjenua,( guide , these convichons whieh ace for

-g?,



the same crime, Showld be odmited Spa/rr"ﬂfyg’
Shate v.Jones , 16 Wn.zd 113, 120 (1984)

The prohibf}z‘m m{gm'mﬁ M%mdmcingf evidente
of collateral Crimes i o crimina prosecution is

well established in Wask{m@from Theve s no more
insidbions and aLav)(qemu% festimiony kué' attempts

to Conviet a defendant tjt/] prod;m?ﬁﬁ evidenite of
CrimeS othec Yt the one for whith heis an +ordd,
and. Such Jestimony shocld only Joe odimitteds when
Clﬁa@q necessary o estaplish the ¢ 9sevihal elements
| of +he charged oy OFLense wWhith 1s mivvg §maecw+ei-
_- ‘/\/Mélfuhzﬁ%ow. const. Ack |, sechon 22, 6™ amend Const,

violation .,




The (Lefmiaﬂ% waom&/i pa/{lﬁa(/ +o OLOSWL

o the. adimssion of Hieevidente pitutng pectainiod

fo_Hie grioc Drd degcee assault Conviction, Hueve,

the failure o objeck  will not prevent o revzéw;‘ng

| court from prodfeeting oL defendants conshibytrona

gt fo p Saic riwl, An Objerkon is_unnetessary)

’ J / . . « -
in.cases of incucable preyudice only et theis s,

i etect, oo mistna] ande o new triad s the O@

Lond, He M%nou-%\f/q rﬁmle&\/\//(’, Shate v. Case 49 Wn.2d

l(o(o (Ms(a)

%

Undee Rule 2.% (a) (5): A (Pmrztfq [ma CoUSE

1 5

|

Hhe, %Hw)}/@ Claimed, eceoc for the fiest Aime  in

....’0,.




_the. appellat courd (3) Manifest eccoc atfecting

| |
i
!

o Conphibudionul rigt. In re Degendency of M.5.R

T4 Wno2do I, 1], 2.1] f.2d 224 (2012) To detecmine

| whethee manifest tonslibutionid ercoe was tammineQ);

; thece must be ((oz»\plmmi\o\-e/ éhom}a‘n:nj '193\ +Hhe Q,?;O)\WH’

at Hhe asseckd. eccor fad \‘omc;#cd idevikifiable

_ Lonseguente S i the triad of the, case ., Stade v. Kidlman |,

159 Waad U3,435, 155 834 125 (20T

AddiLionw] Geounds T - Abuse of Disceetion

:llum‘m' Dicect exmiminaton of offeec
4

Sehoolecalt the grosecu ask_him multiple qUiestions

| ?erimjm\ﬂ/dg fo his opinion and. oc pbsecvartion of

_H~




of Signs of Hhe defendoants diagnsed

mentad 1llnesses, Such as:

&Maﬁhov’b ”ﬂvmnd\ ‘H’hs | NS VLEWL-\’ WIH'L Mr. Fﬂ’wrﬂﬁtf;,

(oleqcemlanlc)) did ‘he appear fo Yow o be

Con fused '7

Anowec. (stheolecntt)  No fe did viob .

Queshon. Rid he appear unawace of what was

Nappening ¢
[l N

Answer - No.

Question, . Did he -- was he SpecuKmd» +o Nimse £

il mwﬁmm ~ Han L o, Ay Kind, of fzarre

%V\AM% i

| Answer . /\fo 1% WAS not ;

Ouestion . Nid he male,(anm refevenie Jo any

"
of %emms oc ob\e@% Hhat weten't Hhee <

- IL.




A_HSW%(‘A /(o : he. oL)'oL ot .

:1&M354’\0n ‘ /\(0\/\) ) m vlow(‘ WorIL as Do/lC@ OFAGC/P |

0Lfice ¢ 5(/1f)00ft,r0vﬁ+ oo Yo Nave ¢ cpasion

Ho Come inte CoM—abJ— WH% people, who

AL bx\m{\oihno} Signs of men-dal ill ness

or who appecr l@’%\ﬁﬂhg.ﬁﬁ,?

Anawer . Frequeatu | yes.
v [‘ T

Ve rbatm fapo oL Aicect Exaimimanton - Sthoolpoatt

Pages [24 |, bineS, 5-20, Pelonse counsel objecded

+o_the line of @me&h\m‘()/q\ pader, [2H |, Liess 2] 22

pooe:. 129, Lines: 516, pade |20, lmes 13-25

page 2T, Kined |I-H

The trial courk must apply the corcect

legal standard, and cest ifs decision on facts

,’6,




5@'0?%1‘60(/ 4}(4 the, pecocds, The +rnad gowrt

| {asleds o apply Hies Corvect heoal standerd, by

i SM\V)/@ o 5™ 9™ amend. const. Ackl, Stetion 27

« : . ; ’
to v »a. The situaion is simulay 4o

an offies r’cmmmm onn the seene and et s

‘Saﬂ for a}éwvwo %@/ 1S 6)6106/(‘\61/) be o

#\"mnma in oLe,J—eC»hﬂdl 510m€7 +hat Derson

15 :nfoxlra;lwt anid 5o ﬂfleA/i +he ames%on

ls, did Yo See any, Bl Signs ¢ anm

ome N+ 6ee Hhe 510ms bo “iwwe, a,somre/l#lut

%6‘5 has some +mmmu\ or e)cﬂerlemé@ W:H/t

Deoole who show 9:011/1% Oxa Mevﬂa[ (ness |,

OW{’WW‘AJ 6303:’)'3 of maﬂ%i liness md T

Uﬂm?ﬁﬁ “H’l@ Q/WZD%WL%) O(Ml/ LMooi, See, Ny O-F

. . iy
fhuse, Signs in relwHon o Me Thomas

The, Couct Went o 4o say:
A

a

oo e . that hes goivng oS0y Hhat, based

v
on WW{'(T W/ undom%amt (9 Wléﬂaﬂ) people

ace mm%u”(q 1l Aemonsteate, Hhat MaThomas

~lL{,-.




Wag'nt olzﬁm/q (Zm/{ of thatr, H/m% vari of 1+15
fmt \

\Verbatim Kepor 4 D ceod Exodminakions ~ Schoo| Coott

Page 127, lmeS: 5-16 , page: |28 ) [ines: )-2

The state was alluwed, buthe Feiud tourt

and, wWent on 2ol officec Scholccakt s

OQueston:  Oflier Scholoadt; we lebt off

Yol had diseussed Uour expediente

WO*KMU\ U\)H% oC ’Wx\/mm CMJ(MA/ wiL,

S S5 (s wwho wece mentadlu, 11l

Hauve, Yo umdoroxme/ an %rma/i

VA
+mmma\ rca\aroh.qa\ m+€r01l}110\/13 W)Hb

mmwm tH vDC(}Nf’) :
_ I

| Answer: We'ce-—all oHfitecy ove tequice s to

00 Hﬂrovw\h Cotsets M+m/m410n +munman

T fo r)ru\ COUrSe +aww\M ’b&/\ VAL

MMMM %WHL J?mC%ssMw ls adaout od|

ot t J(((J/&Q% b Mot 1llnesSes .

1
1
!
‘ «ig_
| A
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|
|
|

| |

|

|

|

{

|

T

Ouestion.. OKau ditring Your decachons m%u

Hne, &%ﬂ&aﬂ# on_that Aade vn Moy

¥
2617, D Vo 0hsecve i exh bit

611y SI1ANS Qﬁ mendad 11l ness?

Answer Toid oty o

Wash, £ Kvid. 70l provides hak-

nen- 6)606(‘-\' Witness testimony is limited 4o

\H’)ose/ Opimoﬂs oC mﬁemnces v\/h)ch avet .

(@) rw+§onwl]u based on e Deroeo%om ol

Hhe WJH)&%S (b) el OM 4o w Clear Undec-

6}61(1&/1\/10\ of %e, W!+ﬂ«9$3@3 +ea44moﬂm oC

the. dv@%rm:nwhon ofa fuct n 165\4@ (c)

not based on Sclenihify e, ,,-mw,d\ ,0(

othet Seecialized hnwlledpe wiPun the

Scopes of Wash K. Evd. 702

Washington £. £vid. 702 popides

The +aad wuck must exclude e)cxporL

destimonn im/olvfmg Selenbidre evidence

wless 1{4{& Jesh MOW,&’\ outisfres ER 7072

,y\(’,a




0

i£ ) the W{Mesﬂ @mh}ﬁes s avt

expecl and (2) the +€8~hmo/lj1 wi [

as5lst Vhe triec of Lack

The, +aal Couct failed fo WPPJ/‘Q Wash. €.

Evido- 70l 0c 762 on the records prioe o owtmi%‘@

OQ;I‘CU“ Sohoolcondts —Pcﬁr%‘moﬂh\//\ on Mr-/ﬂ’wmfi%

; Medal Headh., The triad court nwst afply the

|

correct legal stowldard anwd rest (ts Joeel SoN

on Lack Squporkdz ’10[1/1 the records, A 4rial

Couwrk oubinses s duseveon If [ESdecision i's

I Mwﬂiﬁes‘{/lﬂ untresonables o lbesed on n fiable

9(-00\/\&/8\,\ Wash . Stete \?\Vlgéfc‘);a\nS (ns Exoh

b Assy v, Visons Com‘p 122 Wn.zd, %&ﬁ) ok

~!7..




| §9% fad 064 (1993) Stadev. Roltoich.

[H9 Wn.2d G417, ©%4 CZOol’)) (LZ/,vaf‘nﬂ Stale v

Rundquist 79 Wy, App. 786, 795, 905 V24921 ([445)

... . CE—

Anda faad Coucl wpuld, npf‘/a%aig ohuse 165

s eredion (£ it fased its ru/la’ne on_av) eVvroneius

view of the haw. Fisons Girp 122 Wn.24 at 53]

Wash . amend. const Act. |, sechon 22, U.5.

tonat. amend. Jr Foucteentit , SIHL, an oL

| o

Under EL 702 the Jorald Courd must

| exclule %&h‘mm&\, Lo unguehified expects o o

t+estimeny Hid is unhelphd o the JV“&% :

- \g,




|

hadey v luget Sound. Eviergy, lae. [76 V.22 94,

|
|
T
|
|

9/3, 296 .34 (20i%) Foches v Ma#%wmgw |8 Whn.2d

1256 ,357,%%% f.24d 553 (2014) Unser ERTOL

E’O%rb O'D;‘v’l [6v1 ‘/'63{'!'7’1/)0»1'&\ mais be, 04126\“1:/;1\4

. o , (
M o eriminad +eiad jthe feral court must

determine 145 aatm/‘ssfbla,lihj . n z}ve+cvwf}’n'/)ﬂ
whether Quit statemenis pre 1’%}03‘44}%4‘&9/&

O piNion, v‘e&h‘manﬂ e, Court must. Consider

Hae, T Luslance, of the rase Melwo(/r@ e
fonwi@ Factors: () +he -+xc4gw of wrivess mvihved,

2) 5t,>c¢}ﬁ.‘n natuce of the -RS%‘MMP/JM (1) the

nodure of the tharges () the tupe of defnse
and, the oter evidence, befor e Ferer fact

otare v Demery | 194 Wo.2 753 (2001)

| To be otherwime pdmbsible , opinion evidence

|
|

Mist ol kil Sm-h%#ﬂ ERH0D , ERT0L, ERT02

Sty v. Heatlew, T0 Wo. Ap ot 5714




Lafm OQiMroN, eVIdenLe mmfw net Joe. ovdmHed.

| in o Crimingd dricl to s e stablish the deferdants

| Slate of mmeh mind af the fime the adleged

Crime, was Commiteds , pffirec Sekeolerales opinion

i cectly ad dreseed Hhe “toce, element " of ihe

Chargeds offense , gad. oc defense and. was on

Lapmper comment 00 guilt, Krtoe ok harmless.

State v. Quaale , [§1. Wn.2d [q9] (104) State v.

| Queon Cit faoms, 126 Wa-zd at 103104 (e

Suprewe. (ourt found, (the, found) +he witness

testtouny o e “specilation and Conjechury ")

Officec's Stholpatts -Rﬂ(vm@ Was

ALDN




inadmissible | 0/4 opinion +estvmony undey
EK Tol_and. preyuduted the defendant hecanse

C lVch‘wtéoU Hn@ Jz/mﬂspmv»otwcc /1014 ,Lesﬁ Uny

T B
7‘7/ an u/lﬁMomLe, t§>bb6 émh as m/htz"lﬂtr Tlfwn/uﬁ

5V/vaCW€cL/ fmvw MMW )V)&$> 6L+ the %me 0F

_"

| the ¢rime , Thomas presented an {[lhwuﬂ)‘-l—\ﬂ defense,
| Obmm‘wﬁ ferad . Ash levy v Haldl, 198 wine 15( (1999)
Becwsse, it is the st cespanibi xtvg +o

o Liej&fm (Nes H\@ OLf/f@ﬂMvU'S g\M H’ or Jvvoleniles ;

—— vl i t— PP et

_Q o Wt"{’wc%,l'c_v/q 0¢ exfec L mc%\ give an_opimon

| Sladement oc 4}‘4 ndecencer. Such on_opinion




- —————
{

would (nvade Hhe ergg Miepan/»ﬁﬂP delecmination

of facks and, violde the defendants conshiwhonal

|| rrght 1o a J\Aﬂ Frrad . Wash. const. Acl ., secton
L4, .S, const. GtWamend. Gtatev, Fave_lenzini

11 1% ,Wm./w HE (0 %«z) o

 Where o crmival defendanis, mental

I otade is Hhe core Issue " and e only ,jv,spﬁeﬁ[,

element of Hhe cnwe , a polite obficers 'Jrf’—Sa‘:‘WV%

Lot _the. issue amounts 1o an impropu opinicd
|| on J(,]Lu'f‘}/, Lt )'YAZ/LP&YngéS Hhe Constitution al

| right o cLJ'vw(\ﬁ teted . ™M amend. V5. opash.

~20~




Addibinal Geosni I Right 4o Fur il -
C_iOSigg; ,4F(gwﬂw+%

_:ﬁ%\”l‘ﬂﬁ_m%i‘/ﬂﬁ A;gmm;mnts the, prosecutor

;]'Cmemwywmmw,COM_men-}_s.,czmi..ma.uedp facts nokin
{\ 4

evidence inocier o inLlame +he Passions of the

JMM‘ /4“(60'.'}“}"’)6 Pmééawwrma@da Lommentts @-/00M |
the defendand mentaf ﬁez‘/%, ) ?’ﬂd/OF ”/ﬁ zﬁwﬂz\'y ﬂaﬁzﬁf/ ‘
H’mé v\p/aﬂeo(/ “f'hf/[(k’m%keﬂ (hc “FFUOF ,,n orl the ptapengé, A

Ul Such asy

cech Y

it shows thab rathe Hun 1eind msane or outr

| of Aus minde, e just didkut went 0 Gofo Jai |
it gt and. he chose o fight the police and
ot thewt with o weapon, ! Nerbatim Keprit -
Closing auguments, page; 677, pmes, -4

2




“ 5 the defendant is Jolkny the ke 10
s rigot honds " pageio T4 ) funes 1709
“ T Hhiale its portant thecause he fas the
hntle 1 i r:gw ~Nands #ly)sawf Hoe blade

&b Some. Fow" boese w. Hiea ’/7& begins. $W"73/v7j

With He yight , wity Hhe Ynrle " pege: 3%,
Joneos -1

“ The defendant i_s_%hwf"@_ punches and, swingnh with,
Hie Ane ands [4 seems Hut e blC of s

_vioknre jg direeteds ogamst officer Schodcrad+ .
Fits Himiw, Hie face, he's swinging the binite

dovon_fowsrds fin, cuis Hhe pack—- Hutpakle

on e Pack of fis arng e wn.. 0 the Bock o
his vest "{70@@@55/ Jimess 0-15 Y

o Y brales oflrer SobltmPiinine e do sih

“Vnwb Stabs Suarez in HA& oo page ", CFH | Lies

'7y

[Now, W hen ‘W%j Wit the gromd , L Huuf the

evidente 1S reasonable Fo M’MW Lontlile,




f—m(s q/(; Hw- ;OWH' he /oseS 7”1% Mn;ﬁa oV H«e HIDUV79/L/)

f afler he hits.  pages68q, hines: I7- 74"

_ The posetilor Contiued o _mafle Comments cuboct

e
!

|l page:09Z , [ines: I-4,,

”A_pth_ei&%ﬂd@@% Wv;ﬁ avid o attacking the offivers

Wity the Botfe, ' paget GFT, fines: 2-5, 15-[6,

~ The frs setivtor made varjous comments

| perwm‘@;fo the defendants mental o fealthe

| GS/)O[./ O’f‘!ﬂ%ﬂuﬂ@ /)Lﬁﬁm Pazd) MJL P/ﬂﬁ@d/ H7@’

1

[ burden of pocf. on phe defondant s as:

“Mental Heal qlene is not the same +Hhe same /«/m'y |
as o Person ’bﬁw msane el ot ol uilr J {9% PEASOA,
0~c mscm‘/H Two x/eg OLIFFemF COﬂCeﬁ”S Men%cz/



Al illness s m&d/’?ﬂl 00446701‘4», fots ofF Lojlts .

 Tave mentad ;l,lﬂ?SSp/]/?@z?V) )&60}9/654"”“@91& A
with, mendad Jleati, (ssues . ...« the defendont

Dears the purden of (Praof) proving fo Yow

Hhat e was insane af the time pf the crime.

F e was insane s They nctdly have 1o Prove 1T fo
|| M, The burden 604 thenBiglderense)
I page 0IL ) liness 2Z2-25 , poges@dD, Lines 11,
Lines, 025, pageskdd, ~ines:, |-5

|| the ceword; oc presetied) in tual that poved,

| Hut the defaront stabbeloc it Hie offisers

[ or possesed, o fpaife . Not-one of the B four
| At Frained PQ)!%'U][.«QJW& gave aﬂyﬁéﬁm@i@ =5
Hi Mm%;qfsw e Aetdant with, a bnile,

| or Stab 0714)#7%’\‘&% wiHL @ fle. That evidevdse,

v |okor' -l (steke) v o drspoe, phat

 There was ro witnesS ¢r €vidence on



cad 4 i
SFISNS WUNUSUIT S————

[ oo ok st T s pregudid 4= _the
A’?’LWMV%L y MW’? withe e mu hple Statements
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